It may come as a surprise to readers unaccustomed to Temple's cast of thought to see von Staudt's work quoted as a physical application, but this was characteristic of Temple; to him, mathematics was simply the language of physics.
By this time he had begun to study the general theory of relativity and by 1924 he had published a paper on W hitehead's modification (Whitehead 1922) of Einstein's special theory. Already a common feature of Temple's work was apparent. His approach was to seek out some important problem before it had become popular, to write a few papers laying the foundations for a solution, and to move on elsewhere before the field became overworked. Whitehead had proposed a gravitational theory appropriate to Einstein's special theory of relativity; that is to say, he had proposed a modification of Newtonian gravitation in which the gravitational influence is propagated with the speed of light. It was one of several such theories, but was philosophically more profound than the others (including Poincare's). As such it afforded an alternative to the completely new step that Einstein had taken in 1915, when he turned his back on the pre-eminence of the notion of inertial frames and concentrated instead on basing the theory on the principle of equivalence (of inertial and gravitational masses). The general theory required a heavy use of differential geometry -the gravitational potential was now described by ten quantities rather than by one -and so any theory that was significantly simpler, but with the same perceived experimental successes, would still be in the market. In (2) Temple extended W hitehead's theory from a flat space to one of uniform constant curvature. Such work would seem peculiar today (the reason for considering curved space-time lies in Einstein's description of gravitation) but at the time it was an elegant exercise. In (3) he showed that W hitehead's theory gave exactly the same planetary orbits as general relativity. It was W hitehead's interest in these papers that led to Temple's appointment in 1924 as Demonstrator in Mathematics at the City and Guilds College (Imperial College).
At the City and Guilds College, Temple's work on relativity continued apace, and his papers (4), (5), (6) were accepted for a Ph.D. In (4) Temple rediscovered (what has since been repeatedly rediscovered) that the special form of relativity in which the metric is conformally flat and the field equations are the contraction of Einstein's gives a retrograde motion of perihelion and so must be rejected. Undaunted, Temple considered next (5) a Newtonian theory in which a body's potential energy causes changes to its mass; this succeeds in giving the correct perihelion advance and the bending of light but the effect postulated is very ad hoc. So (6) can really be seen as Temple's acceptance of general relativity and a proof that, for static metrics of the form ds2 = w 2dt2 -ip4( + d the principles of covariance alone are enough to show that is harmonic and that div(^2gradtu) = 0, which is enough to give the Schwarzschild solution.
But his interest now began to extend to analysis (7). This was to be a characteristic of Temple's mathematical life; for him, the gap between pure and applied mathematics did not exist, and he moved from one to the other with ease. The analytical results derived in (7) and, later, in (12) may now only be of historical interest, but this interest is all the more because the results show an important source of Temple's later interest in generalized functions. His starting-point, under Chapman's influence, was to use (C, 1)-summability to study series of eigenfunctions of the equation,
with two-point boundary conditions. In (7) he considered 'null series with parameter £', i.e. series of the form OO / ^ cn0n(x), n = l where the (f> n are the normal orthogonal functions of the equation and the series is uniformly (C, l)-summable to zero in the closed intervals [0, £ -6], [£ + 7r] . He proved that the only such series are OÔ ^ cn< /> n(£)</>n(x).
n = l
Of course, one can now see that such a null series has the form <$(£ -in terms of Dirac's delta function. In (12) Temple started from the idea behind Fatou's theorem, that the Fourier series of a function f ( x) of integrable square can be integrat give the integral of f(x) even when the Fourier series of f(x) diverges, to introduce the notion of a 'doubly orthogonal' set of orthogonal functions [(pn(x) ] such that 2 f <M£)d£ /
(f>n(r])dr] = mm(s-a
He was then able to show that the generalized (i.e. with respect to (j> n) Fourier series of the Heaviside unit function converges 'weakly' to H{x) and so derive Fatou's theorem and Parseval's theorem for doubly orthogonal systems.
At the same time Temple's teaching led him to investigations into Rayleigh's principle (8, 10). W hat was to be the hallmark of Temple's publications over the next 50 years was already apparent in these papers -a beautifully clear, if terse, style and emphasis throughout on basic principles, ignoring the complications that might arise in application. When Temple took up the matter of Rayleigh's principle, he had been called upon to teach it as a rule of thumb for estimating the fundamental frequency of a linear vibrating system. One assumes a plausible form for the nature of the vibrations and equates mean kinetic and potential energies to calculate the corresponding frequency. It was well known that this gave an upper bound for the frequency but there was no formal proof of the method. In (8) Temple provided a rigorous proof of the principle by means of an expansion in eigenfunctions and this showed him how to generalize the principle to higher harmonics. But more important, he gave a lower bound for the fundamental frequency. Returning to this subject in (10), Temple showed that by using the energy function of Bateman (the mean value of the work done on a vibrating system by an external force) the expansion in eigenfunctions can be avoided. He was also able to clarify the reason for the success of Rayleigh's principle. Q u a n t u m m e c h a n ic s Whitehead was just leaving the chair at Imperial College when Temple was appointed, but his successor, Sydney Chapman, also encouraged the young man and recommended him for an 1851 Exhibition in 1928. Temple spent his exhibition year at Imperial College, turning his attention to the new quantum theory in the form of wave mechanics (9, 11). The first of these two papers (though not the first to be written) is a straightforward investigation of Rutherford scattering by wave mechanics. This had just been carried out by Mott but, as Temple says, M ott's investigation of the scattering of an infinite plane wave by a bare nucleus involves rather delicate considerations of the behaviour of a power series near its circle of conver gence, and it therefore appears desirable to obtain his result by a more direct and simple method.
His investigation, in paraboloidal coordinates, solves the problem in terms of hypergeo metric functions, and is clearly the proficient analyst finding a new application for his technique.
But already certain classical doubts about the basic notions of quantum theory had begun to assail Temple. In (11) he sought to understand the wave mechanics of the electron in terms of the dynamics of an electric fluid supplemented by a force derived from a quantum potential -a similar approach to that later followed by Bohm. The motivation was different, however; Temple sought fruitlessly for a genuinely classical explanation and came to the view that this was impossible, mainly because of the two-electron problem, whereas Bohm was to use the quantum potential to demonstrate correctly that hidden variables were possible, notwithstanding von Neumann's proof to the contrary.
These doubts were put on one side in 1928, which saw the publication of Dirac's first order equation for the electron, relativistically invariant and yet not of tensor form (Dirac 1928 a) . The shock of this was scarcely less to Temple than it had been to Eddington (whom Temple went to work with in Cambridge for the rest of the 1851 Exhibition). Dirac, not the most prolix of writers, had made it clear how important Lorentz invariance was:
The new quantum mechanics, when applied to the problem of the structure of the atom with point charge electrons, does not give results in agreement with experiment. The dis crepancies consist of 'duplexity' phenomena, the observed number of stationary states for an electron in an atom being twice the number given by the theory. One would like to find some incompleteness in the previous methods of applying quantum mechanics to the point-charge electron such that, when removed, the whole of the duplexity phenomena fol low without arbitrary assumptions. In the present paper it is shown that this is the case, the incompleteness of the previous theories lying in their disagreement with relativity... Dirac's argument hinges on the fact that Schrodinger's equation is of the first order in the time but second order in the space derivatives (because of the quadratic nature of the Hamiltonian). He proposed replacing this with an equation which, for the sake of Lorentz invariance, was first order throughout.
This 'taking of a square root' involved the use of non-commuting quantities which Dirac realized in terms of 4 x 4 matrices, so that the wave function had to become a four-element quantity. By the time Temple joined him, Eddington had rewritten Dirac's equation in the form:
where the E s satisfy E mE n + E nE m = -< $mn in the free-field case, and was preparing to embark on a journey of extremely bold speculation about the interpretation of the algebra. Eddington's mistaken belief, shared by Temple and most others, in the efficacy of the tensor calculus for producing all invariant equations had been jogged, but not completely shaken, by Dirac's discovery. It was prem ature to expect an explanation in terms of two-valued representations of the Lorentz group; rather, Eddington drew the conclusion th a t an extension of the tensor calculus was required, th at the extension was captured by Dirac's use of a non-commutative algebra, and th at this algebra was the key to many results in atomic and nuclear physics. Temple never went far down Eddington's speculative road. His first reaction to Dirac's paper (13) had been to try to rewrite the equation in tensor form but he abandoned this programme (14) once he was installed at Trinity College with Eddington as a supervisor, in favour of a thoroughgoing study of Dirac's algebraic quantities (15) in which he made no use of the m atrix representations of Dirac's 7°, but considered them as abstract operators.
This led him to an im portant paper (16) in which the same abstract methods led to the solution of the hydrogen atom. Temple's subtle argument is now of more historical than scientific interest but it repays careful study for the original thinking it shows. I paraphrase it in a slightly modernized form. He begins with the free-space Dirac equation, which he writes:
where the A n , in line with Dirac's original paper, are defined so th at
Pi ~ Tdxl as with Dirac. But for the essential part of the argument this expression for pi is not used; only the commutation relation P m^n 3 'n P m -(^A )^m n is used. Temple goes over to a three-dimensional formulation in a familiar way; writing (Ai,^2 ,^3 ) as a vector A, and putting in an electrostatic potential
This much follows Dirac closely. But whereas Dirac goes on with a conventional semiclassical argument about quantum numbers and constants of the motion, Temple shows his ability to see through to the essence by first asking the question: what does a solution mean? It means, he reminds the reader, the construction of an operator, X say, such that Xip = aip for any ip satisfying the original equation Wip -0. He calls this property of X and ip lX is reducible for ip\ A set of such X s must commute an they must all commute with W. Moreover, since Dirac's equation is linear in the ps, one seeks reducible operators linear in the ps.
It is clear from the free-held case that there cannot be more than four such operators which are independent, say C\, C2 , C3, C\ and so any other op will have the form where the coefficients Ro, R n may depend on the xs and the As. Temple's first step is to prove that, if R is reducible, then Ro, R n are constants. To prove this, he calculates W R -R W in detail as a quadratic function of the ps; equating the coefficients to zero gives the desired result. His conclusion is: 'It follows that unless ip is determined by the reducible operators C\, C2 , 0%, C4, no other reduci determination.' The next step is therefore to discover four reducible operators linear in the ps. Here his argument begins by following Dirac closely, though the emphasis is different. Using nothing but commutation rules, he eventually finishes with four operators as desired.
Then he says:
This virtually solves the problem. Following the methods of Dirac and Pidduck we deter mine the relation connecting these operators by transforming the wave equation to polar coordinates ( §4) and replacing it by a second order equation for an ordinary numerical (i.e. not operational) function of the variables ( § § 5 and 6).
Here he does himself less than justice. The algebra which 'virtually solves the problem' is ingenious but would have been difficult to carry out without the work already done by Dirac. But Dirac's next step is to expand 0 into its matrix components, in terms of one particular matrix representation of the operators, and successively eliminate components of the ips. The same technique is used in his treatment of the Zeemann effect (Dirac 1928 6) . It is here that Temple again shows his originality and his characteristic ability to see through to the essence of the problem. He transforms the equation as it stands to polar coordinates, simplifies the results further by a canonical transformation and then solves for the new wave function by what is essentially Frobenius's method applied to an equation whose coefficients and dependent variables are both operators. And, as he concludes the paper, 'It must be emphasised in conclusion that the wave operators A \, A 2 , A3, A4 occurring in the wave equation have remained unidentified throughout the whole of the investigation together with the wave function ip.' Temple followed this up by using the same techniques for the Zeemann effect (17, 18).
Temple's position had been that of a student for a second Ph.D. with Eddington but he left Cambridge without a degree in 1930 when he was offered a Readership at Imperial College. In September of that year he married Dorothy Carson, a very happy marriage that lasted for 49 years until her death. At Imperial College he returned to his interest in Rayleigh's principle (21) and collected his results in a book (B). He also continued some work in quantum theory (22), but as he understood the theory better the old disenchant ment returned. He tried to elucidate the physical principles by analysing measurement as a form of spectral analysis, concentrating on the idempotent character of the mea surement operator (20), and he later developed these ideas very satisfactorily in a widely read book (C). The technical details in this book are now part of a standard treatment of quantum mechanics, though Temple was right in saying that, at the time, his book made Weyl's magisterial (Weyl 1928 ) 'intelligible to physicists'. But Temple's emphasis was very different; he rested his argument securely on the notion of measurement and this is developed for 24 pages before Planck's constant makes an appearance.
In 1932 a chair at King's College London became vacant and, with the support of Eddington and Forsyth, and against the intentions of Principal Halliday and the head of department, Joliffe, who had another man in mind, Temple was elected. He was now 31. His aim was to raise the very low standards to which the department had then sunk. It had come to see its main purpose in terms of its heavy service teaching load and, in agreement with some of the other colleges in the university, a secondary purpose was to teach the existing curriculum in honours mathematics, a course that was some 50 years out of date. In Temple's own words: 'I had to proceed with care and caution until Joliffe retired in 1936 and was succeeded by Professor J. G. Semple. Joliffe and his colleague S. A. W hite hated research and all my work in changing the character of the department.' The first step was to initiate discussions with Filon (and later Jeffrey) at University College. Eventually, an alternative syllabus was agreed between the two colleges and then operated by them but it was a number of years before all the other colleges joined in.
About this time Temple's views on quantum theory crystallized further and he wrote a short note exhibiting, as he thought, the 'fundamental paradox' of the quantum theory (24). In it he showed in a straightforward way that the accepted principles of quantum mechanics, correlating classical physical variables with quantum operators, led to the con clusion th at all operators must commute, so th at Planck's constant is zero. It is perhaps characteristic of Temple's drive to fundamentals that his approach was not to investigate which accepted principle could be abandoned to rescue the impressive empirical results! The criticisms that the paper aroused did nothing to change his opinions and he stopped working in the field. His appointment to King's had heralded a very fertile period and he published over a dozen papers, many of them quite long, as well as putting the finishing touches to two books (B, C) before World War II intervened in 1939.
These papers showed a widening in Temple's interests. Two short papers (23, 28) de veloped out of his work in Cambridge. The first of these merely points out that Maschke's 1900 representation of a quadratic form as the square of an ideal vector (Maschke 1900) , where the algebra is commutative but a restrictive convention limits the products to be admitted, can be replaced by a Dirac-like representation in terms of anti-commuting quantities, when no restrictive convention is needed. But the second paper is a much deeper one that proves the justification for Maschke's representation in an extended form. One feels that this work, directed towards simplification of the heavy algebra in volved in General Relativity and elsewhere, might have been carried much further if the war had not intervened. Arising from the use of differentials in these papers, Temple tried to encourage their use in the teaching of the calculus (26) but he was 30 years too early. His early work on general relativity also occupied him again; he attempted unsuccessfully to cast Gauss's theorem for gravitation in covariant form (27). This was an extension of earlier work of Whittaker, but foundered on the difficulty of setting up a distant parallelism intrinsic to the gravitational field. Temple's method of expanding all tensors in terms of the gravitational constant and retaining only leading terms does not work. In fact, as we now know, the problem is insoluble. Temple also introduced suitable coordinates to discuss astronomical optics in general relativity (29).
Another major interest at this time was in Southwell's relaxation method. The de ceptively simple appearance of Temple's (31) conceals a justification for Southwell's ap proach, one for the alternative Gauss-Seidel method and an improved technique as well. If W (u\,U 2 , ... ,u n)is the potential energy of a linear elastic system, the stable equi librium is at the minimum of W . All relaxation methods systematically reduce W by changing the ur. In Thom's Gauss-Seidel method one changes the ur in order. Southwell preferred to pick out at each stage the coordinate ur such that \dW /dur \ is greatest. Temple proposed a steepest descent method in which all the ur are changed in a way that makes |gradWj a maximum. He was able to prove that all these methods converged to the equilibrium. This interest was soon to be important as Temple was sent, when the war came, to the Royal Aircraft Establishment at Farnborough, where he remained until 1945.
R oyal A ir c r a f t E s t a b l is h m e n t
Temple's time at the RAE was a happy one; he enjoyed the novel experience of working as part of a team. He assisted with many projects there but his name is particularly linked to three: supersonic flow, the de-icing of bomber's wings and how to deal with 'shimmy', i.e. wheel wobble on landing. The general opinion in 1939 was that there would be some catastrophic breakdown in fluid flow when velocities reached that of sound. But a 1940 German paper (von Ringlab 1940) gave an exact solution for compressible flow over a range extending up into the supersonic. This paper was not available in Britain; Temple reconstructed the analysis (33) and obtained a second solution of the same kind. He returned to the subject of supersonic flow in 1944. He also worked in incompressible flow and aerofoil design (35). But it was the problem of de-icing that showed Temple's ability to cut through to the essentials of a problem at its best. His first suggestion of hard grease on propellers and a covering of loose rubber on the edges of the wings was soon overtaken by a reconsideration of the whole problem. He observed that the use of de-icing equipment would mean a smaller bomb load, so that the total force would need to be increased. It was then easy to see th at the expected increase in losses by German AA fire would significantly exceed the saving by de-icing. His final advice was therefore to use meteorology better to avoid flying in icy conditions. The discussion of shimmy was only one of the problems of unsteady motion th at Temple considered, the others being in flight, but it was Temple's favourite. He showed firstly that the complex dynamical behaviour of a pneumatic tyre could be modelled by considering the form of the tread-line, the line round the tyre which is central in the undisturbed situation (50). In this way he was able to give a simple theory of side forces, cornering, the 'crab walk', and the relaxation walk. This successful theory, together with empirical observations at Brooklands race track, was brought to bear on shimmy. Theoretically it became clear th at the only cure was enough friction to control lateral oscillations of the wheel unit but Temple also records th at 'in practice the most efficient way to suppress shimmy was found to be a summons to me to come and observe this strange and dangerous form of vibration.' It was for this investigation th at Temple learnt to ride a bicycle, in order to get round the airfield quickly. His inexperience and the unsuitability of his figure for the activity combined to amuse his colleagues. It was during his stay in Farnborough th at Temple was elected to the Royal Society in 1943, principally for the work on Dirac's equation. R e t u r n t o K i n g 's Temple's return to King's in 1945 was a little reluctant, as he correctly anticipated pressure to serve in many administrative capacities both in college and university. He was able to avoid the worst dangers, to continue with his mathematics and to make the de partm ent a very happy place with a strong emphasis on research. I recall the very happy atmosphere in the early 1950s. Temple's undergraduate lectures were said to fall into two categories, both of which were delivered without notes. The first happened on days when he had crossed Waterloo Bridge on the way to college by himself; they enlightened and inspired every member of the class. The second occurred when he had crossed the bridge with a colleague; then the better undergraduates had the chance of seeing a first-rate mathematician at work re-creating the subject as the lecture progressed. Aerodynamics still dominated the applied research. The numerous postgraduate students in that field spent much time with the primitive mechanical calculators of the day. Yet each under stood very well the importance of his problem and its general structure. The breadth of Temple's mathematical knowledge was a constant surprise and every member of the staff benefited from informed comment on his work. My own interest in Eddington's work made his comments particularly valuable. The overwhelming aspects of his character were courtesy, kindness and wit, so th at he was much loved by all.
After he had tidied up his RAE research, both in supersonic flow (40) and on Rayleigh's principle (41, 46), he developed a simple iterative method of determining the boundary layer for a semi-infinite plate (47). He had an active research group on supersonic flow as well as on hydrodynamics in general, while he turned his attention to a new field. His work in quantum theory between the wars had directed his attention to the 'scandal' of the Dirac delta function but his interest in infinitesimals had also been sharpened by his study of the boundary layer (as was Abraham Robinson's at about the same time). Although Dirac receives the blame for the introduction of the delta function, it goes back much further. Heaviside (1892 Heaviside ( , 1893 used it freely and it is to be found in (Kirchoff 1882). Dirac merely made the difficulty explicit by stating (Dirac 1930 
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The introduction of the 6-function into our analysis will not be in itself a source of lack of rigour in the theory, since any equation involving the 6-function can be transcribed into an equivalent but usually more cumbersome form in which the 6-function does not appear.
But he goes on to warn that trouble may arise if one goes on, as one will wish to do, to differentiate and integrate these abstract symbols. But, he claims, When these operations are permissible, the 6-function may be used freely for dealing with the representatives of the abstract symbols, as though it were a continuous function, without leading to incorrect results.
The inference, of course, though it is not emphasized, is that the impermissible case is lurking round the corner.
Temple had already come close to the notion of the 6-function in his work on doubly orthogonal functions. Now, in a series of papers (42-44) and particularly in (47) pub lished after he left King's, he took the new 'theory of distributions' of Laurent Schwartz (Schwartz 1950) and rewrote it. Schwartz's version had exorcized the delta function but at the expense of a formulation very obscure to anyone but a specialist in analysis. Its idea, stripped of all (important) detail, is to notice that Dirac's use of the delta function is essentially to derive
Considered as an operation on a function / , this use of 6 can be described simply as a linear functional or 'distribution',
Schwartz's motives for his theory lay in the attem pt to make precise physical ideas of point source and dipole layer in electrostatics that accounts for the name 'distribution'. To define the linear functionals completely requires the specification of a space of 'testfunctions' on which they operate. Then, for instance, the derivative of L, Z/, is defined by
L'{<t>) = L(-4f)
for any test-function (f> . The test-functions can be chosen to be infinitely differentiable, so that the same will be true of the distributions. To the applied mathematician it seemed as if Schwartz were achieving rigour at the expense of writing everything back to front, with a consequent loss of intuitive understanding. Temple's version of all the essential parts was still mathematically correct and quite easy to apply over a wide range of applied mathematics. The Royal Society awarded him the Sylvester Medal for this work in 1970. Temple's methods are admirably expounded in Lighthill's book (Lighthill 1960) , the dedication of which deserves quotation:
Temple's idea is simply to define a generalized function as an equivalence class of se quences of test-functions fn subject to the condition on the sequence [/n] that exists for every test-function 0, the equivalence relation being that two sequences are equivalent if this limit is the same for each, for all (j). In this Temple was inspired equally by the work of Schwartz and by Mikusfnski's theory of weak convergence (Mikusmski 1948).
Temple's life at King's was diversified by his appointment as Principal Scientific Ad viser to the Minister of Civil Aviation (from 1948-50) In his use of characteristic forms in geometric integration theory (57) he applied the notions of generalized functions to the geometric integration theory of de Rham, Whitney and Hodge. The basic idea behind this can be seen in this example taken (with some To Paul Dirac, who saw it must be true, Laurent Schwartz who proved it and George Temple who showed how simple it can be made. O x f o r d changes) from the introduction to (57). Consider a volume V bounded by a smooth closed surface dV in three-dimensional space. Let dV be defined in terms of a differentiable function / ( r ) = 0. Arrange matters so that the inside of V is the region f(r) > 0. The characteristic function ay of V is defined by av (r) = H(f(r)) in terms of the Heaviside unit function H. If a is now regarded as a generalized function, and so has derivatives, one can integrate the identity div(ay-B) = ayd ivB + (V • over all space. The left-hand side can be seen to integrate to zero by using a large cube with edges parallel to the coordinate axes and large enough to contain V and dV. Also
where n is the outward normal, so that
which can be defined as the surface integral giving Gauss's theorem. The characteristic function aov for the surface is now the vector -V ay, rather than a scalar (and for an open surface may be a general vector field). Temple covers all possible cases by developing, in terms of the theory of differential forms, the integral of a completely skew-symmetric contravariant tensor of rank p over a ^-dimensional differentiable manifold
Mi n a Riemannia characteristic function for M is then found to be a skew-symmetric covariant tensor of rank p. In particular, in terms of differential forms, the relation age = -) exhibits the well-known but still remarkable parallel between the boundary operator d and the differential operator d. (The negative sign is a matter of convention.)
Another departure into the realm of generalized functions (elaborating the idea of a weak function) occupied Temple in his concluding years at Oxford (59-61) and a further use of the notion of characteristic function led him to a new proof of the Heine-Borel theorem (62). During these years he returned to classical analysis and was occupied with his book on Lebesgue integration (F). Here, as with all his later work, he was concerned with the underlying structure and raison d 'etre of the mathematical theories -not, it should be said, to the exclusion of applications, but to make the applications easier by providing a deeper understanding. This penultimate book reminds me ironically of a remark he made to me 20 years earlier: 'I once attended a course on integration at Imperial College. I came away afraid to integrate anything!' H is t o r y a n d f o u n d a t io n s
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Temple retired from his chair in 1968 and it was during a visit to the United States in that year that it was suggested to him that he might use his wide learning to write a book called 100 Years of Mathematics. As he said: 'I found it a tremendous task and did not finish it till the spring of 1979 and then I had dealt only with those branches of mathematics in which I had been personally involved.' It is not a history, although each chapter is arranged in chronological order and there is an excellent bibliography. Rather it is one man's contribution to a mathematical encyclopedia. When one surveys the 15 sections ranging from number, infinitesimals, transfinite numbers through geometry and measurement (including modern algebraic geometry), topology, analysis and differential equations, potential theory to logic, it can be seen to represent personal involvement over a very wide range indeed.
Temple's wife died in 1979 and in 1980 he asked to be admitted into the Benedictine community of Quarr in the Isle of Wight. It was not a sudden change of direction. His links with the Benedictines dated from his Farnborough days and continued thereafter. His Solemn Profession as a monk came in 1982 and he was ordained as a Priest in November 1983. He was assiduous in observances until his health began to fail; he died at Quarr on 30 January 1992.
His final mathematical investigations, undertaken at Quarr and interrupted by his death, were another surprise and deserve detailed comment. He had intended to lay down mathematics after seeing 100 Years of Mathematics through the press but later said 'I have been driven by some irresistible force to take up some mathematical work which had attracted my attention when I was writing 100 Years of Mathematics -viz. the foundations of mathematics. I did not intend, at first, to study or write on this theme but I was gradually led to report on a really deep investigation.' He goes on to explain how, expecting his ideas to develop into some form of set theory, he recalled the notion of taxonomy in biology. On a visit to Oxford, taking vol. 12 of Chronica Botanica from the shelves labelled taxonomy, he chanced upon a paper by H. S. Lem on 'Botanical nomenclature and taxonomy':
A few minutes perusal gave me all I needed to know, viz. that it is an outstanding problem of taxonomy to discriminate between different species, which ineluctably 'overlap'. Of course this is well known to biologists and was known to Aristotle. I saw at once that this outstanding scandal of biology could be the cornerstone of my mathematical theory.
As I left the library I also remembered R. G. Collingwood's essay on 'Philosophical method ' (1933) in which he maintains that the overlapping and interpenetration of philo sophical concepts is the essential characteristic of all philosophy.
I was now convinced that my theory must start with undefined terms (which, following Lem, I call 'taxa') some of which could be connected by an undefined relation (which I call 'association') and this would be all that was necessary. It only remained to show that this could be developed into set theory, abstract arithmetic and logic. This took some 10 years! He published a preliminary paper (63) 'written hurriedly to let my colleagues know what I was doing', but his definitive exposition (64) was in the form of a 65-page manuscript unpublished when he died. In it he claims 'the purpose of this investigation is to carry out the primary part of Hilbert's programme, i.e. to establish the consistency of set theory, abstract arithmetic and propositional logic and the method used is to con struct a new and fundamental theory from which these theories can be deduced.' It is a fitting conclusion for the work of one who, in the 1950s, refused to see Godel's theorem as carrying the negative implications for 'real mathematics' that it seemed to have.
A c k n o w l e d g e m e n t
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